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DETAILED ACTION 



1 . This action is responsive to communication filed on June 26. 2006. This 
amendment has been entered and carefully considered. Claims 1,6, 11 and 16 are 
amended and no claims are amended or newly added. Therefore, claims 1-20 are 
currently pending in the application. 

2. Applicant's arguments filed on June 26, 2006 have been fully considered but they 
are not deemed to be persuasive. 

3. The rejection of claims 1-20 as in the previous Office Action is respectfully 
maintained and reiterated below for Applicant's convenience. 



Specification 

4. The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for 
the claimed subject matter. See 37 CFR 1.75(d)(1) and MPEP § 608.01 (o). Correction 
of the following is required: The clear support and antecedent basis is not found for the 
term "a tangible machine-readable medium" in the specification of the current 
application in such a way so that the meaning of the terms in the claims may be 
ascertainable by reference to the description. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

5. Claims 16-20 are directed to machine-readable medium including carrier waves 
(e.g. see specification page 8, paragraph [0018]). This subject matter does not fall 
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within a statutory category of invention because it is neither a process, machine, 
manufacture, nor a composition of matter. Instead, it is directed to a form of energy. 
Forms of energy do not fall within a statutory category since they are clearly not a series 
of steps or acts to constitute a machine, not a tangible physical article or object which is 
some form of matter to be a product and constitute a manufacture, and not a 
composition of two or more substances to constitute a composition of matter. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 16-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 

indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 

applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 16-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph because a 

person of skill in the art would not be able to ascertain the metes and bound of the 

claimed invention, specifically, for the term "a tangible computer-readable medium" 

used in claims 16-20. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 
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(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b). by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

7. Claims 1, 6, 1 1 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Overney (USPN: 2003/0188180). 

As per claim 1 , Overney teaches a method for ensuring the data integrity during 
file(s) transfer. Overney teaches that the method comprising in response to a data read 
request for requested data, allocating an area of memory to the requested data, the 
memory area being divided into at least one memory chunk, i.e. receiving and storing a 
data file from a trusted source (e.g. see the abstract). Overney further teaches that the 
method comprising the step of writing a seed value to one or more of the at least one 
memory chunk (i.e. the verification station); and in response to completion of at least 
one write transaction to the at least one memory chunk, the write transaction 
corresponding to the data read request, for each of the one or more memory chunks 
having a seed value, validating the integrity of each of the at least one write transaction 
based, at least in part, on the seed value, i.e. verifying the integrity of the data file after 
the data file is written (e.g. see the abstract). 

As per claims 6, 1 1 and 16, see arguments with respect to the rejection of claim 
1 . Claims 6, 1 1 and 16 are also rejected based on the same rationale as the rejection 
of claim 1 . 
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8. Claims 1-4, 6-9 and 16-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Horst et al. (USPN: 5,867,501) hereinafter, Horst. 

As per claim 1 , Horst teaches a method comprising: in response to a data read 
request for requested data: allocating an area of memory to the requested data, the 
memory area being divided into at least one memory chunk (i.e. the area of the 
memory) (e.g. see Col. 29, lines 53-56). Horst further teaches about writing a seed 
value (i.e. the CRC bits) to one or more of the at least one memory chunk (e.g. see Col. 
5, lines 37-40); and in response to completion of at least one write transaction to the at 
least one memory chunk, the write transaction corresponding to the data read request, 
for each of the one or more memory chunks having a seed value, validating the integrity 
of each of the at least one write transaction based, at least in part, on the seed value 
(e.g. see Col. 5, lines 40-48). 

« 

As per claim 2, Horst teaches the claimed invention as described above and 
furthermore, Horst teaches that the validating the integrity of a given one of the at least 
one write transaction comprises, for a given memory chunk: determining if the memory 
chunk includes the seed value (i.e. the CRC bits); and if the memory chunk includes the 
seed value, determining that a transmission error occurred (i.e. by checking the CRC 
bits and declaring the transmission error if the CRC bits do not match) (e.g. see Col. 5, 
lines 44-47). 

As per claim 3, Horst teaches the claimed invention as described above and 
furthermore, Horst teaches that the determining if the memory chunk includes the seed 
value comprises determining if the memory chunk (i.e. the area of the memory) includes 
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the seed value (i.e. the CRC bits) at specified bits (i.e. the 4-bytes at the LSB side. 
"CRC" field as shown in Fig. 3A) of the memory chunk (e.g. see Fig. 3A and Col. 17, 
lines 19-23). 

As per claim 4, Horst teaches the claimed invention as described above and 
furthemnore, Horst teaches that the method additionally comprising modifying the seed 
value (i.e. recalculating the CRC bits) if it is determined that a transmission error 
occurred (e.g. see Col. 22, line 65 - Col. 23, line 11). 

As per claims 6-9, see arguments with respect to the rejection of claims 1-5, 
respectively. Claims 6-9 are also rejected based on the same rationale as the rejection 
of claims 1-5, respectively. 

As per claims 16-19, see arguments with respect to the rejection of claims 1-5, 
respectively. Claims 16-19 are also rejected based on the same rationale as the 
rejection of claims 1-5, respectively. 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which fonns the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary sidll in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 5. 10 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over Horst in view of Klein (USPN: 2003/0191888). 
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As per claim 5, Horst teaches the claimed invention as described above. 
However, Horst does not teach that the size of the seed value is based on a specified 
error rate of the device. Klein, on the other hand, teaches that the size of the seed 
value (i.e. the number of check bits) is based on a specified error rate of the device (i.e. 
the number of errors) (e.g. see paragraph [0019]). Accordingly, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the current invention was made to 
modify Horst's method as taught by Klein so it would change the size of the seed value 
based on the error rate of the device. In doing so, i.e. by increasing the size of the seed 
value as the number of errors increases, the enror rate can be lowered. Therefore, the 
data integrity improves. 

As per claims 10 and 20, see arguments with respect to the rejection of claim 5. 
Claims 10 and 20 are also rejected based on the same rationale as the rejection of 
claim 5. 

10. Claims 1 1-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Horst in view of Slaight (USPN: 2005/0138171). 

As per claim 1 1 , Horst teaches a system having a circuitry capable of responding 
to a data read request for requested data as described above in the rejection of claim 1 . 
However, Horst does not teach that the system further comprising a PCI-E bus and a 
buffer. Slaight, on the other hand, teaches a PCI-E (Peripheral Component 
Interconnect-Express) bus (i.e. 212 in Figs. 2-3); and a buffer (i.e. 216 in Figs. 2-3) 
communicatively coupled to the PCI-E bus for temporarily storing the data received via 
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PCI-E, the buffer being divided into at least one memory chunk (e.g. see Figs. 2-3). 
Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the current invention was made to include the PCI-E bus and a buffer as taught by 
Slaight in the system taught by Horst so the data can be transferred at high speed 
between different components of the system via the PCI-E bus and the data can be 
temporarily stored in the buffer as taught by Slaight. 

As per claim 12, the combination of Horst and Slaight teaches the claimed 
invention as described above and furthermore, Horst teaches that the validating the 
integrity of a given one of the at least one write transaction comprises, for a given 
memory chunk: determining if the memory chunk includes the seed value (i.e. the CRC 
bits); and if the memory chunk includes the seed value, determining that a transmission 
error occurred (i.e. by checking the CRC bits and declaring the transmission error if the 
CRC bits do not match) (e.g. see Col. 5, lines 44-47). 

As per claim 13, the combination of Horst and Slaight teaches the claimed 
invention as described above and furthermore, Horst teaches that the determining if the 
memory chunk includes the seed value comprises determining if the memory chunk (i.e. 
the area of the memory) includes the seed value (i.e. the CRC bits) at specified bits (i.e. 
the 4-bytes at the LSB side. "CRC" field as shown in Fig. 3A) of the memory chunk (e.g. 
see Fig. 3A and Col. 17, lines 19-23). 

As per claim 14, the combination of Horst and Slaight teaches the claimed 
invention as described above and furthermore, Horst teaches that the method 
additionally comprising modifying the seed value (i.e. recalculating the CRC bits) if it is 
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determined that a transmission error occurred (e.g. see Col. 22, line 65 - Col. 23, line 
11). 

1 1 . Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Horst in 
view of Slaight, further in view of Klein. 

As per claim 5, the combination of Horst and Slaight teaches the claimed 
invention as described above. However, both Horst and Slaight failed to teach that the 
size of the seed value is based on a specified error rate of the device. Klein, on the 
other hand, teaches that the size of the seed value (i.e. the number of check bits) is 
based on a specified error rate of the device (i.e. the number of errors) (e.g. see 
paragraph [0019]). Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the current invention was made to modify the method of Horst and 
Slaight as taught by Klein so it would change the size of the seed value based on the 
error rate of the device. In doing so, i.e. by increasing the size of the seed value as the 
number of errors increases, the error rate can be lowered. Therefore, the data integrity 
improves. 

Remarks 

12. As to the remark. Applicant asserted: 

(a) In Overney prior art, the "seed value" is not written to one or more memory 
chunks of a memory allocated to requested data as required by claim 1 . 

(b) Horst prior art describe a method for error-checking "by adding a cyclic- 
redundancy-check (CRC) to the message packets that are sent between the 
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elements of the system". Contrary to the Examiner's assertion, a CRC is not 
a "seed value" in the used sense of the term in embodiments of the invention, 
(c) Even if a CRC could be constructed as a "seed value", in Horst, the CRC is 
added to packets, and not to "at least one memory chunk of a memory", 
where the memory is allocated to requested data, as required by claim 1. 

Examiner respectfully traverses Applicant's remark for the following reasons: 
With respect to (a). Examiner does not agree with Applicant that, in Overney, the 
"seed value" is not written to one or more memory chunks of the memory because even 
though the seed value is not written to one or more memory chunks of the memory (i.e. 
at least one client workstation) before the completion of the write transaction (i.e. before 
writing the data corresponding to the data read request), the seed value (i.e. the unique 
symmetric key) is written to the one or more memory chunks of the memory (i.e. at least 
one client workstation) along with the data corresponding to the data read request (i.e. 
by writing the encrypted data to at least one workstation) (e.g. see paragraph [0009]. 
Since none of the pending claims of the current application specifically recites that the 
seed value is written to the memory chunk(s) before the requested data, the Overney 
prior art still reads on the claimed invention. 

With respect to (b). Examiner does not agree with Applicant because none of the 
pending claims and/or specification specifically recite that the seed value is not a cyclic- 
redundancy-check (CRC). Furthermore, just to support the Examiner's position, 
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Examiner would like to introduce the Squires et al. (USPN: 5,412,666) prior art. In 
Squires et al. prior art, the CRC includes the seed value (e.g. see claim 6). 

With respect to (c), as explained above in response to argument (a), although 
Horst is teaching the seed value (i.e. the CRC) is not written to one or more memory 
chunks of the memory (i.e. at the destination, the allocated memory area) before the 
completion of the write transaction (i.e. before writing the data corresponding to the data 
read request), the seed value (i.e. the CRC) is written to the one or more memory 
chunks of the memory (i.e. at the destination) along with the data corresponding to the 
data read request (i.e. by writing the data packet(s) having the CRC) (e.g. see Col. 5, 
lines 37-40). Since none of the pending claims of the current application specifically 
recites that the seed value is written to the memory chunk(s) before the requested data, 
the Horst prior art still reads on the claimed invention. 

Conclusion 

13. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

> Squires et al. (USPN: 5,412,666) prior art teaches that the CRC 
includes the seed value (e.g. see claim 6). 

14. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to HetuI Patel whose telephone number is 571-272-4184. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor. Matt Kim can be reached on 571-272-4182. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more infomnation about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




MATTHEW KIM 

SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2100 



